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this House about that? Would Jesse
Jackson, who has now involved himself
in this whole thing, would he have been
there if one of those students had been
carrying a gun, even if no one had been
hurt? I think not.

So is the real issue school violence?
Are we really worried about juvenile
violence? Are we trying to do some-
thing about violence, or are we just
trying to look at the political advan-
tage we can get out of the ‘‘gun issue
‘‘? How come there has not been an
outrage voiced in this House about
Jesse Jackson’s involvement in this
thing and his attempt to intimidate
the school board to put these kids back
in school when they did the absolute
right thing in throwing those kids out
of school.

If I had had time, Mr. Speaker, we
are at the closing minutes of this ses-
sion, perhaps days, I do not know how
long we have, but I know it is not going
to be too long, but if I had had the
time, I would have issued a resolution
commending the school board for their
actions. Because, of course, that is the
kind of thing that can help us avoid
the next Columbine tragedy, the abso-
lute avoidance, the zero tolerance pol-
icy for any sort of violence on a school
campus or at a school event. In this
case it was at a game.

I do not know if my colleagues saw
the videotape of this, but I can assure
them that this was not just a couple of
school bullies roughing up some of
their classmates. These were very vio-
lent young men. And as I say, I thank
God they did not have a gun or some
other weapon, and I thank God today
that there was not even severe damage
done even without the use of a firearm.
But the fact is that there should have
been just as much outrage expressed in
this House at any attempt to quiet
that school district or to intimidate
that school district into putting those
kids back in school. But no, we have
not heard a word about that.

Well, I would tell my colleagues they
did exactly the right thing, and I com-
mend the school board for it and I hope
they stick to their guns and do not be
bullied by Jesse Jackson. They did
what is right. They should keep those
kids out of that school. Those are the
things that can help us, Mr. Speaker,
those and hundreds of people, thou-
sands of people, millions of people
around this country changing their
own hearts, connecting back with their
own families, thinking more about how
they raise their own children, and what
can be done not just maybe for our
children but for our Nation’s children
and becoming a community again.

All these things matter more than
this bill would have ever mattered, but
it was a stab at it anyway. It was
killed by Democrats because they want
issues not solutions.

f

OPTIMISTIC ABOUT SECOND
SESSION OF 106TH CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Under the Speaker’s an-

nounced policy of January 6, 1999, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. OWENS)
is recognized for 60 minutes.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the emotion of the previous can-
didate, the previous speaker, and I
think that it is altogether fitting that
we not come to the floor and waste the
time of anybody unless we do feel
strongly about what we have to say,
and I certainly feel strongly about the
remarks I intend to make at this point.

We are nearing the end of a session,
it is a matter of hours now, and I think
all of us feel very strongly about what
was or was not accomplished during
this first session of the 106th Congress.
I think we should look forward to the
second session of the 106th Congress
with optimism. I am optimistic about
the second session of the 106th Con-
gress, and I am going to talk about the
reasons why I am optimistic.

I regret greatly the fact that we have
not dealt with very crucial issues. We
did not even put the minimum wage in-
crease on the floor for a discussion. We
refused to have a dialogue and to share
with the American people the concerns
of many of us that in a time of unprec-
edented prosperity, when great
amounts of money are being made by
the top 5 percent of the population, the
population with the income in the top
5 percent, we are not willing to give an
increase of $1 an hour over a 2-year pe-
riod to the people who are at the very
bottom earning a minimum wage. I re-
gret that greatly.

I regret the fact that we have not
done an HMO patients’ bill of rights.

I regret the fact we have not dealt
with campaign finance reform. This
House at least passed a bill, and the
other body did not deal with it.

I regret the fact that we are still re-
fusing to come to grips with the mag-
nitude of the problem with education.
Everybody talks about education, but
we have just been allowed to play
around at the fringes by the Repub-
lican majority this year.

We did at least deal with reauthor-
izing Title I, which is the most stable
Federal participation in the elemen-
tary and secondary education process.
We did at least tinker around with
that.
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We tried to make it worse by reduc-

ing the amount of funds being directed
to poorest children. There are some
problems there. But at least we put it
on the table, we brought it to the floor,
and we dealt with it. We have not dealt
with school construction. We have not
dealt with the magnitude of a kingpin
problem.

If we do not deal with the physical
infrastructure of the public education
system, we are sending a message that
we really do not care about the system.
All the other things we do will not
matter if the physical infrastructure
cannot carry out the task that we have
set for our public education system.

But I am optimistic about that. I am
optimistic about the fact that we will

come to grips with the problem of
school construction and the large
amounts of resources that are going to
be needed for that. The fact it is going
to require billions and billions of dol-
lars is no reason to back away from it.
Because we are able to come up with
billions of dollars for an interstate
highway system and the continuation
of the highway program.

We authorized $218 billion in the last
session of the 105th Congress. We saw
the problem as being big. And despite
the fact that nobody wants to be
tagged with the label of being a big
spender, that highway bill certainly
spent large amounts of money to deal
with a monumental problem.

We should look forward to the second
session of the 106th Congress with opti-
mism. Because the fact is that the pub-
lic out there clearly has made it obvi-
ous what their priorities are. And even-
tually the Republican majority is
going to respond to what the public is
saying through the polls and through
the focus groups and understand that
next year’s election cannot go forward
with a record of ignoring what people
are saying over and over again about
education, about Patients’ Bill of
Rights, about the minimum wage. All
these things have to be dealt with.

I am optimistic about the year 2000,
our first year of the 21st century and
the second session of the 106th Con-
gress. I am optimistic about it because
of the fact that it is a presidential elec-
tion year.

Presidential elections are always
pregnant with surprises. I am opti-
mistic that we are going to have some
positive surprises. We can have nega-
tive surprises, too. We do not want an-
other presidential election year where
a Willie Horton commercial surfaced
and the whole spirit of that Willie Hor-
ton commercial pervades during the
campaign and the electorate is treated
to an appeal to go down to the lowest
common denominator and racism be-
comes an overriding factor in the elec-
tion.

Or the election that Ronald Reagan
kicked off at Philadelphia, Mississippi.
When Ronald Reagan ran for President,
he went to Philadelphia, Mississippi,
the place where three civil rights work-
ers had been slain; and he kicked off
his campaign there sending a message,
which later was communicated in
terms of the new position of the Repub-
lican party.

They abandoned the civil rights part-
nership that they had up to that time
with the Democrats, and they became
the party which promoted anti-affirma-
tive action and a whole series of things
that led downhill, to the point where
when Ronald Reagan left office and
George Bush became President, there
was a burning of churches throughout
the South.

We had generated that kind of spirit
at the time. I hope that we do not have
those kinds of surprises. I hope that we
will be able to not spend all the time
fighting a rear-guard action, a defen-
sive action, and can focus on positive
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matters. We could have some positive
surprises. We could have some positive
surprises which create a dialogue in
this election which allows American
people to really take a hard look at
where we are now and where we can go
in the 21st century.

The first year of the 21st century can
be seen as a gateway into a new way of
governing, a new way of dealing with
the problems, an intellectual and men-
tal opportunity to set our sights dif-
ferently; and it could end up with some
real positive achievements as a result.

First of all, I want a positive and
adequate response to the number one
concern of the American people. And
that is education. We want a real ade-
quate response, not a tempered nickel-
and-dime response.

The response has to include not only
the obvious problems that we need
with respect to more funds for more
teachers, more funds to deal with com-
puters, but also the tremendous
amount of funding that we need in
order to deal with infrastructure prob-
lems, the construction repair, mod-
ernization, making schools more se-
cure, et cetera.

The polls indicate a demand for this
kind of action, and we are going to
have to respond. There can be some
other positive surprises that are taken
which redound to the credit of the
whole process and the American people
could benefit.

Every presidential candidate, and
there are more of them now, and as we
get more presidential candidates, then
we have more ideas introduced. I do
not think that this is a bad thing. I
think each presidential candidate may
be good for one idea.

I want to disclose the fact right away
that I am an early AL GORE supporter.
I am not going to hide that from people
listening. But I think that the other
candidates can have some good ideas.

I think Mr. Buchanan is a candidate
I can never live with because Mr. Bu-
chanan has declared that American
should be a white Christian country,
which means that he really does not
think there is a place solidly for me
and my children and my grandchildren;
and he says a lot of other things that I
could never agree with.

But Mr. Buchanan should be ap-
plauded for his idea on trade, that this
American Nation occupy a kingpin po-
sition, where we can almost dictate the
terms for world trade, has given in over
and over and over again to demands
and rules that tie the hands of Amer-
ican workers.

We have negotiated our trade policies
for the benefit of their top 5 percent,
the top income bracket. They have
done very well on the kinds of things
we have negotiated with world trade.

Now we have a new agreement with
China, which compounds the problem
and we go on into the same abyss. I
cannot agree more wholeheartedly
than any Buchanan supporter with
that particular aspect of his platform
that trade is a bit of a sell-out for the

American worker and we must do
something to stop that. He has that
one good idea. I would like to identify
with that.

I would like to identify with Mr.
Bradley’s proposal that the Federal
Government should be about doing
things that are big and all encom-
passing. That certainly is something I
would like to see Mr. Bradley develop
in more detail.

I do not want a health care plan of
the kind that he proposes where he
wants to get rid of Medicaid. I think
that is ridiculous. That is being big and
stupid. That is being big and destruc-
tive. This is a big idea that could really
cause a lot of suffering among people
who are on the very bottom and among
many of my constituents.

If you get rid of Medicaid in the proc-
ess of trying to improve health care,
you are going backwards and not for-
ward. So I do not agree on that with
Mr. Bradley.

But I hope he has some proposals on
school construction and what the Fed-
eral roles should be in education, which
are comparable to the role that they
would be playing in a thing as impor-
tant as education. I hope that Mr.
Bradley will challenge the other can-
didates to come forward with big ideas.

We had a big idea when we decided to
build the Transcontinental Railroad.
The Federal Government built the
Transcontinental Railroad, not private
industry. We subsidized it. It was a big
idea when we decided to create the land
grant colleges and universities. Big
idea. The Federal Government pushed
that and created it. Big idea with the
GI bill that offered education to every
returning GI after World War II. Those
big ideas paid off.

Medicaid was a big idea. Social Secu-
rity was a big idea. All these big ideas,
by the way, have been pushed and spon-
sored mostly by Democrats. And Demo-
crats again should step up and provide
the big idea at present.

We have to look at the school con-
struction problem as being in the same
category as the Transcontinental Rail-
road, as the interstate highway. We
have to move in that way.

Mr. GORE, of course, has many ideas
that I identify with. Mr. GORE has been
there as we have had this transition of
our government taking a very active
role in the transition of our society
into a sort of cyber-civilization, a new
kind of civilization based on the Inter-
net and computer and all the things re-
lated to that; and they have made pro-
posals that have been very worthwhile
for education and for our school sys-
tem. I would like to see that continue.

And even bigger things should be
made to happen by a person with Mr.
GORE’s background and experience and
record. The track record is that the E-
rate, which provides a 90 percent dis-
count to the poorest schools for tele-
communication services, was a product
of this administration, which Mr. GORE
is part of. The whole wiring of the
schools and certain technology, lit-

eracy programs, have all come out of
this administration that Mr. GORE has
been a part of. We want to continue
that kind of massive transformation of
education and of society in general.

So I was talking about positive sur-
prises that we may see in this election
year, new kinds of activities to create
a more dynamic dialogue, new ideas.
And I have covered Mr. Buchanan, Mr.
Bradley, Mr. GORE. And finally we
come to Donald Trump, who recently
made his entry into the presidential
race.

I want to applaud Mr. Trump for pro-
ducing an idea. I certainly am still a
GORE supporter, but Mr. Trump has an
idea which deserves examination. Mr.
Trump has an idea which really is a
blockbuster, it is revolutionary, it is
sweeping, and it deserves to be consid-
ered.

Mr. Trump’s idea is not so authentic
that I can say that nobody else has
thought about it at all, but he goes
much further than most of us have
gone. Certainly his idea that we should
have a greater amount of tax on the
richest Americans. Mr. Trump wants to
impose a tax on the people who have
assets above $10 million.

Now, stop and think how many peo-
ple do you know would be affected by
that kind of tax. He wants to tax only
people who have assets above $10 mil-
lion, and he wants to tax them one
time at a rate of 14.5 percent and use
the money realized from that tax to
pay off the national debt. And then he
wants to take the money that was
being used every year to pay the na-
tional debt and funnel that into the
system to cover the needs of Social Se-
curity; and there would be additional
money left over, of course, for the safe-
ty net, Medicare, schools, education.

It is an idea which is quite broad and
sweeping and has received quite a bit of
ridicule by the people who have reacted
immediately. However, before we dis-
miss it as being ridiculous, I think we
ought to take a hard look at it.

I certainly find that it is compatible
with a bill that I introduced a few
months ago, H.R. 1099, a bill to amend
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
provide more revenue for the Social Se-
curity system by imposing a tax on
certain unearned income and to pro-
vide tax relief for more than 80 million
individuals and families who pay more
in Social Security than they pay in in-
come taxes.

Now, I did not go as far as Mr. Trump
did. Mr. Trump wants to tax unearned
income assets. He wants to tax them
far more broadly than I have proposed.
And he wants to do that in order to get
rid of the national debt.

I only propose a slight increase in
taxes of people who have great assets,
unearned income; and I wanted enough
to be able to have that 80 million group
of individuals and families who are
paying now more Social Security tax
than they are paying in income taxes.

b 1630
Over the last two decades, the big-

gest percentage jump in taxes has been
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the payroll tax. The Social Security
tax, the Medicare tax, combined, they
have created a larger percentage in-
crease in taxes than income taxes have
increased. That means that the people
at the very bottom who have no choice
but to pay the payroll taxes are paying
a greater percentage now than they
were paying 20 years ago. They got the
biggest percentage increase. We need
to have some relief for those people.

That was my concern when I intro-
duced H.R. 1099. I said the way to deal
with that is to tax the unearned in-
come, the assets of the richest people
in order to get enough money to pro-
vide the relief for the poorest people.
Mr. Trump says he wants to provide re-
lief for the middle-income people as
well. If you have a 14.5 percent tax on
the assets of all people who have more
than $10 million in assets, his econo-
mists calculate that would be enough
to pay off the national debt. And once
the national debt is paid off, you can
use the interest we pay each year on
the national debt in order to certainly
make Social Security more secure and
also to provide additional money for
the safety net programs, including edu-
cation and Medicare.

He wants to demand some things for
that. He wants to get rid of the estate
tax and do a few other things. But one
should not lightly dismiss his proposal.
Some people have said already, why do
14.5 percent one time? If it is a good
idea, maybe you could do it over a 10-
year period less, and it would not be
such a shock to the economy. That
makes sense. But the principle is estab-
lished. The principle he is establishing
is that the richest people in America
can afford to come to the aid of the
economy and the country and set a
whole new standard, a whole new pat-
tern for the way we deal with the budg-
eting in America. It is as revolutionary
almost as Thomas Jefferson. The King
of England thought Thomas Jefferson
was a nut when he proposed that all
men are created equal, that that was
ridiculous. The one time that Thomas
Jefferson had a chance to have an audi-
ence with the King of England, the
King of England turned his back on
Jefferson. He would not even talk to
him. That revolutionary idea that all
men are created equal was considered
ridiculous in 1776. Now Trump says all
rich people should step forward, and he
is rich himself. He says that he is
worth $5 billion, that his assets total $5
billion. He says that he would have to
pay almost $700 million in this new tax
that he proposes. And he is willing to
do it. He says there are many other
rich people who could do it, too, and
never know that they lost that amount
of money. They would never know it is
gone.

I heard on a talk show in New York
City yesterday, a couple of other rich
people called in and said that they do
not mind some version of this, they
would not mind paying more taxes if it
will help provide for decent health
services and decent educational serv-

ices. It is something that the rich can
ponder. They would be indeed history-
making. Never before in the history of
mankind have those with wealth and
means come forward and said, we will
make a revolution from the top, from
the top we will begin to deal with a
problem of the redistribution of the tax
burden. We always talked about the re-
distribution of the wealth and it would
scare the hell out of people. They say
you are a Communist if you talk about
redistribution of wealth too loudly.
But here is a rich man who says, let us
redistribute the tax burden, let us have
the people who are mega-millionaires
and billionaires, making so much
money now that it is hard for us to
comprehend.

What is Bill Gates worth? Every day
it jumps by billions. At the end of last
year, I heard he was worth $40 billion.
But he agreed to give away $40 billion
a few months ago. He must be worth
$60 billion now, some people estimated
yesterday in the talk show. I do not
know. I doubt if he knows. Because of
the nature of wealth creation, it is not
dependent on oil in the earth, the num-
ber of barrels that can be pumped, it is
not dependent on mining gold, it is de-
pendent on intellectual capital, people
buying intellectual products, his soft-
ware, his various other ventures. It is
mushrooming all the time. Of course if
you get a trade agreement with China,
with more than 1 billion customers out
there, a certain percentage of those are
middle-class, well-educated, they are
going to use computers too, and soft-
ware, et cetera, et cetera. There is no
end, it is infinite, the possible wealth
of Bill Gates and the people in the var-
ious information technology indus-
tries, Cisco, ITT, it goes on and on.
Wealth being created on a scale that
we cannot even comprehend. If we are
at this point in history accumulating
wealth at that scale and most of the
wealth, a large percentage of it is
redounding to the United States popu-
lation, 1 percent, 5 percent, the people
at the very top, then is it not in order
to stop and think about the fact that
these people can never spend it, that it
would be no harm to them to pay a
greater percentage of this money than
they now pay in taxes?

The Roman Empire at the point when
its armies were bringing in large
amounts of booty, large amounts of
treasures were won by war, violence.
They brought back the treasures, they
made Rome rich beyond anybody’s
comprehension at that time. The
Roman Empire leaders decreed that all
the citizens of Rome should be paid.
Because they had so much money, they
got rid of all the taxes and they said
they should be paid a certain amount
of money every year, every citizen.
They had that much money. And the
citizens of Rome were defined in a
small category. As soon as they started
that policy, all the suburban Romans
and all the rural Romans and every-
body nearby moved into Rome. Of
course it went bankrupt. It was a pol-

icy that was doomed to failure because
if you define citizens of Rome as the
people who live there, more people are
going to come in to live there, and the
booty, the treasures that they brought
back from their violent conquests was
not infinite. There was not a Bill Gates
Windows 95, Windows 98 and other soft-
ware products which as long as there
are human brains and there are human
brains out there working together,
they will keep producing intellectual
products for sale. There is a limit to
how much violent conquest can
produce. So the Roman policy failed.
But it was a revolutionary kind of pol-
icy, to think that the treasury of a
government is so great that we will
give every citizen some part of it.

What Donald Trump is saying now is
that we have such prosperity now and
the people in his class, the billionaires
and the mega-millionaires, are making
so much money until they would not
really miss it if you were to tax them
14.5 percent of their assets and get rid
of the national debt overnight and use
that interest you pay on the national
debt for other things.

I think you can see now that an idea
like that arouses great optimism in
me. I am optimistic if that is going to
be interjected into the debate in this
presidential election. All we have been
hearing so far about taxes is the flat
tax, and everybody that I know, every
honest economist has said that that is
a Steve Forbes rip-off, that the flat tax
will produce definitely more money for
the people who have the most money
already. Unfortunately, the other can-
didates have not talked loudly about
taxes at all because the word ‘‘tax’’ is
something we politicians try to avoid.
Just by itself the word ‘‘tax’’ arouses
great animosity among voters. Here is
a man who announced his candidacy by
talking about taxes. I think it is so sig-
nificant that it should not be ignored.
We should use it as a key for a new
kind of discussion. It should set the
tone for a new kind of discussion.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to submit
for the RECORD the article that ap-
peared in the New York Times on No-
vember 10 which discussed Mr. Trump’s
launching his presidential career by
proposing a new tax. I am going to just
read a few excerpts from it before I
submit it. This is an article by Adam
Nagourney on November 10, 1999, in the
New York Times:

‘‘Trump, describing the first proposal
of his exploratory presidential cam-
paign, said the government should im-
pose a one-time 14.25 percent tax on the
assets of individuals and trusts worth
$10 million or more. That would raise
$5.7 trillion, he said, enough to pay off
the national debt in a single year. And
eliminating the debt, Trump explained,
would save the Nation $200 billion in
annual interest payments, money that
he said could be used for tax cuts and
ensuring the stability of the Social Se-
curity system.

‘‘The New York developer chose an
unusual forum to unveil what he de-
scribes as a policy cornerstone of his
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prospective campaign: a rolling series
of radio and television interviews.’’ In
a rolling series, he will deal with these
proposals again and again.

‘‘Trump’s plan met a response that
ranged from incredulity to ridicule
from a number of economists Tuesday.
They suggested that a 14.25 percent tax
would be impossible to get through a
Republican-controlled Congress that
has previously championed a $792 bil-
lion tax cut this year. Beyond that,
they said that even if it passed, it
would be problematic to measure net
worth and then to tax it.’’

And on and on it goes. There could be
many objections made to this proposal.
Mr. Trump said himself that his own
net worth is $5 billion and that under
his plan, he would owe $750 million in
taxes in this one year. But he would
profit, it says in parentheses, because a
part of his plan calls for a repeal of the
55 percent estate tax. I mean, there are
some pieces in there where you are
going to be trading off for this plan.

Now, why am I trumpeting it here
and do I think it could ever occur? I do
not think so, but why not a modified
version of this? Why not take a hard
look at the assets of the billionaires
and the mega-millionaires? I think
Germany already has an asset tax, an
asset tax of, I think, 1 percent. So an
asset tax is not out of the question.
But can we change the dialogue? The
dialogue now says we will never have
universal health care. We cannot even
have a decent patients’ bill of rights
because it costs too much money. The
dialogue now says we can never have
all the money we need for education.
Even the improvement of education in
small ways costs so much money that
we are retreating from that. They
wanted to move away from the Presi-
dent’s proposal to give more teachers
for the classrooms and to bring down
the ratio of children in the classroom
to the teacher. After agreeing to that
last year, they now want to bring it
down very low, and with the recent
proposals that have been discussed in
these budget negotiations I understand
have been concluded, they will honor
the pledge and we will have that pro-
gram restored at a slight increase, $1.3
billion I hear instead of $1.2 billion but
they are going to have a proviso that
allows them to take part of the money
and do other things with it.

Mr. Speaker, $1.3 billion is a lot of
money. I do not take lightly sums of
money when they get to the million
dollar mark. It is hard for me to con-
ceive of a million dollars. I am the son
of a poor factory worker who all his
life worked for minimum wages. So it
is all important. It is all big. But when
you look at the needs that are there
and you look at the needs that are
there in education in modern terms, 50
years ago we would not think of spend-
ing $3.5 billion on an aircraft carrier.
Fifty years ago nobody would have
thought of an F–22 system, a series of
planes that would cost billions and bil-
lions of dollars, or a B–1 bomber. You

would not have 50 years ago talked
about being able to conceive of a CIA,
a Central Intelligence Agency which
costs $30 billion a year to run. So in
modern terms to spend $110 billion over
a 10-year period to build schools is con-
servative, not radical. We need that
kind of money. And if we happen to get
that kind of money by having new
taxes, the only taxes we should think
about are taxes on the people who can
afford to pay more taxes.

I am optimistic that the debate can-
not be avoided. I am optimistic about
the fact that each presidential can-
didate’s campaign will have to step up
to the plate and talk in new terms
about the way we fund our government
and offer new kinds of excuses about
not being able to provide a decent
health care system as well as a decent
education system.

I include the entirety of this article
for the RECORD, Mr. Speaker.

[From the New York Times, Nov. 10, 1999]
TRUMP PROPOSES CLEARING NATION’S DEBT AT

EXPENSE OF THE RICH

(By Adam Nagourney)
Preparing to embark on his first trip as a

prospective candidate for president, Donald
J. Trump Tuesday presented a plan that he
said would pay off the national debt, bolster
Social Security and slash taxes by billions of
dollars. Trump promised to accomplish all
this at no cost to ordinary Americans, by
forcing the rich to pay for it.

Trump, describing the first proposal of his
exploratory presidential campaign, said the
government should impose a one-time 14.25
percent tax on the assets of individuals and
trusts worth $10 million or more. That would
raise $5.7 trillion, he said, enough to pay off
the national debt in a single year. And elimi-
nating the debt, Trump explained, would
save the nation $200 billion in annual inter-
est payments, money that he said could be
used for tax cuts and ensuring the stability
of the Social Security system.

The New York developer chose an unusual
forum to unveil what he described as a policy
cornerstone of his prospective campaign: a
rolling series of radio and television inter-
views. The proposal comes a week before
Trump is to fly to Florida for a series of
campaign-style events in Miami,the first of
three such trips planned for the next month.

‘‘The phones are going off the hook,’’
Trump reported, as he combined a discussion
of his economic ideas with a description of
what he described as the public’s giddy reac-
tion to his foray into economic policy-mak-
ing. ‘‘I’ve never seen anything like this. Do
you make Page 1 with this one?’’

As a matter of politics, Trump’s proposal—
simple in its concept and framed in populist
terms—seems aimed directly at the people
who have supported the Reform Party since
Ross Perot first called it to arms with,
among other things, a call to wipe out the
national debt. Trump, should he run, said he
would seek to become the Reform Party’s
candidate for president.

It also had the advantage of lessening any
liability Trump might believe he could suffer
because of his own reputation as a man of
wealth. The developer put his own net worth
at $5 billion, and said that under his plan, he
would owe $750 million in taxes (though his
estate would ultimately profit if another
part of Trump’s plan were enacted: the re-
peal of the 55 percent estate tax).

Trump’s plan met a response that ranged
from incredulity to ridicule from a number
of economists Tuesday. They suggested that

a 14.25 percent tax would be impossible to get
through a Republican-controlled Congress
that championed a $792 billion tax cut this
year. Beyond that, they said that even if it
passed it would be problematic to measure
net worth and then to tax it.

‘‘I don’t think the plan makes much eco-
nomic sense,’’ said Stephen Moore, director
of fiscal policy studies at the libertarian
Cato Institute. ‘‘The fact is that most peo-
ple’s wealth that has been built up over 10, 20
or 50 years is wealth that has already been
taxed.’’

Trump’s main opponent for the Reform
Party nomination, Patrick J. Buchanan, of-
fered a harsher assessment of Trump’s plan.
‘‘This is serious wacko stuff,’’ Buchanan said
by telephone from Albany.

Buchanan predicted that Trump’s plan
would cause the wealthy to move their hold-
ings beyond the reach of the Internal Rev-
enue Service. ‘‘I can’t think of a better idea
to cause capital flight out of the United
States,’’ Buchanan said.

Trump said he had come up with the idea
on his own and worked out its details with
some private economists. He declined to
name them.

He rejected criticism of his idea, demand-
ing: ‘‘Where is Gore’s plan? Where is Brad-
ley’s plan? Where is Bush’s plan? They don’t
exist.’’

Still, it was clear that some parts of
Trump’s proposal remained unformed. For
example, of the $200 billion in interest costs
that would be saved, he said he would apply
half to the Social Security system and the
rest to tax reduction.

Trump said that $20 billion of that would
pay for eliminating the inheritance tax.
Asked how he would allocate the rest, he re-
sponded: ‘‘All different taxes across the
board. That would be determined and worked
out.’’

I also want to just backtrack a
minute and say as we close out this
session, I talked about a number of
things that I wish we had covered that
we did not cover.

b 1645

I was delighted when this morning I
saw them put on the calendar a bill
which dealt with something which I
was concerned with some time ago and
never saw any action on. Suddenly I
got a notice that we had put
H.Con.Res. 128 on the calendar, and
that is a resolution to express the
sense of Congress regarding treatment
of religious minorities in Iran, particu-
larly Members of the Jewish commu-
nity.

Now, I said to my staff, I want to go
over and speak on that. I have been
waiting for that. Back in August, on
August 28, I read an article in the
paper and it talked about the fact that
13 Jews would not be tried in Iran as
spies for Israel, and I talked to some
people on the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, and they said yes,
we are going to bring up a resolution to
deal with that, and it never happened.

In August of this year, we were still
very much preoccupied, of course, with
Kosovo and ethnic cleansing. One arti-
cle I read, not the one I read in the
paper, but a larger article in a maga-
zine, it talked about the fact that in
Iran and Iraq and the Arab countries,
there was massive removal of Jewish
communities going on for the last 25
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years. Large numbers of Jews in large
Jewish communities in these countries
had been moved. Nobody ever brought
forth an international outcry about
ethnic cleansing, but ethnic cleansing
of that kind has been going on for a
long time. Now we only have tiny Jew-
ish communities, very small amounts
of Jews still in countries like Iran and
Iraq, and here is a situation where a
small group has been singled out for
persecution.

On August 28, the article reads as fol-
lows: ‘‘Iran’s courts are prepared to try
13 Iranian Jews on charges of spying
for Israel. Israel has repeatedly denied
any link to the 13 who face a near cer-
tain death sentence if convicted under
a 1996 law punishing spies for Israel or
the United States.’’ The case took on a
new gravity after an official was
quoted as saying ‘‘the accused belong
to a spy network directly linked to
Israel and that they were spying for
the United States.’’ Quote, ‘‘This re-
gime was definitely involved in the
spying,’’ end of quote, an unidentified
official said in today’s issue of the con-
servative Tehran Times, which is close
to Iran judiciary and intelligence serv-
ices.

The newspaper said the official had
also alleged that the 13 were spying for
the United States. The official was also
quoted as saying ‘‘an unspecified num-
ber of Muslims had also been arrested
in connection with the case. The
charges mean that the defendants are
likely to be tried in one of Iran’s hard-
line revolutionary courts.’’

That was August 28 of this year.
Today we put on the calendar a resolu-
tion regarding the treatment of reli-
gious minorities in Iran, because I hear
that those 13 are still awaiting trial
and the trial will take place soon. I do
not know why we took that off the cal-
endar. It is very important now be-
cause this week we have had to see the
phenomenon of the joyous approval of
an agreement with China, World Trade
Organization agreement; China is going
to be admitted to the World Trade Or-
ganization, and all of the persecutions
of the Chinese Communist government
and all of the things that they have
done, suddenly they have been pushed
in the background.

Mr. Speaker, I would hate to see the
day arrive when we are going to allow
Iran to join the World Trade Organiza-
tion and we are going to negotiate a
trade agreement with Iran and not deal
with all of these problems.

Today there is an article in The New
York Times about the wartime ac-
counts found in Swiss banks. Instead of
them being a small amount that Swiss
banks agreed to, they said they only
had 755 accounts of Jews who were
killed in the Holocaust; yet it turns
out that they have 45,000, 45,000 ac-
counts that they now admit were ac-
counts of the Jews in the Holocaust.
Are we going to talk about prosecutors
and Swiss bankers at the world court
tribunal the way we are considering
the prosecution of people who are re-

sponsible for the massacres in Kosovo
and Bosnia?

Mr. Speaker, I just think that as we
close out, there should be room on the
calendar, and I hope that if there is
going to be any more business unre-
lated to the budget, but certainly we
will bring back that resolution as we
close out and let the world know that
the ethnic cleansing, we do not have to
send bombers and we did not send
bombers a long time ago to bomb Iran
and we have not advocated that activ-
ity and I certainly do not propose that
we do that, but our moral authority
should be brought to bear another kind
of ethnic cleansing that Jews have
been doing in all of these Arab coun-
tries, especially in Iran, and now the
continuation of it in such a bold way
certainly ought to be brought to the
attention of the American people and
the Congress ought to weigh in and
give its own moral opinion.

Mr. Speaker, I want to continue the
train of thought that I set forth before
that we are closing out the first session
of the 106th Congress with great dis-
appointment, but I am optimistic that
the second session will be very produc-
tive, because I think the stage for a
second session which is more produc-
tive will be set by the presidential de-
bates and the presidential contests, as
well as the contest for a new Congress.
I do not want to imply that I do not
think that the contest to elect a new
Congress is less important than the
presidential election.

We intend to have a Democratic ma-
jority, and that Democratic majority
will be based on the fact that the peo-
ple look at the lack of achievements of
the first session of the 106th Congress
and begin to demand a change and vote
for a change.

It is certainly of great need in my
district, New York City. It seems that
the newspapers and the powerful people
that control decision-making have sud-
denly discovered that the board of edu-
cation in our city is on the verge of
collapse, and that education, the edu-
cational deficiencies that we have
talked about for many years are true.

All of this is being brought to a head
by a class action suit that is now going
forward in the Federal court at 60 Cen-
ter Street in New York. The Federal
court is hearing a case brought by a
group called the Campaign for Fiscal
Equity, and the case is being brought
against the State of New York because
the conditions in the city schools are
partially that way because of the lack
of fair State aid, or fair distribution of
State aid.

New York City, with 38 percent of the
children in the State, receives only 35
percent of the State aid money; and
that is a great improvement over the
way it was 5 years ago. Over the years,
the gap has closed. There was one point
where we received far less in State aid
where communities outside of New
York City and upstate received a far
greater percentage of State aid per
pupil. The court case, the plaintiffs are

charging, and rightly so, that we do
not get enough money to live up to the
requirement of the State constitution
that all children be educated ade-
quately. We need more money in order
to provide adequate education.

They have gone further and said that
the schools that are suffering either in
New York City or in the big city of
Buffalo, big cities like Buffalo and Syr-
acuse are in some of the suburban
schools. Those schools are all schools
that have minority youngsters, either
African American youngsters or His-
panic youngsters, so that there is a ra-
cial component. The suit is charging
two things, not only that the State has
failed to provide the funds necessary
for an adequate education for all chil-
dren, but the State is also discrimi-
nating, because the pattern is that the
places that are getting less money per
pupil, per child, happen to be places
where we have concentrations of mi-
norities.

Now, that court suit has generated
more attention from the press to the
great problems that exist in New York
City schools. As a result, one day last
week we had the New York Post carry
articles about the fact that the cafe-
terias of certain schools in the poorest
areas had rats and roaches, signs of
rats and roaches in the cafeteria. The
same day there was a big article in the
Daily News about the fact that in those
same schools where the minorities are
concentrated and of course youngsters
are concentrated, up to half of the
teachers are not certified to teach.
Where we need the best teachers we
have the worst teachers because of the
problem of the lack of certification.

The problem of certification of teach-
ers goes on as being discussed, and I
welcome that discussion in the news-
papers. We cannot really take full ad-
vantage of the President’s fight that I
think now has been won, the battle has
been won, to provide more teachers to
the classroom who are qualified if we
do not have certified teachers. So it is
imperative that the unfinished busi-
ness of this Congress be followed
through next year by providing more
funds and more programs to generate
more teachers. We have to have a
greater pool of teachers because we are
in a situation now where because there
is a great shortage of teachers, the best
teachers, the teachers who passed the
tests and are certified, they leave New
York City and go to the suburbs, and
we are left with those who are unquali-
fied and are not certified in large num-
bers.

This is just one of the many prob-
lems. The New York Times has an edi-
torial which talks about the bidding
for teachers.

Now, am I laying this problem solely
on the doorstep of the Federal Govern-
ment? No, I am not. But bidding for
qualified teachers requires more fund-
ing. Most of that funding would not
come from the Federal Government. So
I would like to add that it is very im-
portant for the Federal Government to
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continue its role as a stimulus. The
Federal Government’s role in edu-
cation is a very small one proportion-
ally. We only provide 6 or 7 percent of
the total education funds in this Na-
tion, and that includes higher edu-
cation. So the other 93 percent of the
funding for education comes from the
States and from the local governments.

We must set standards for the States
and local governments in certain crit-
ical areas and force them to spend
more of their money on education. In
my own City of New York, last year
they had a surplus of $2 billion, more
revenue was collected, $2 billion more
than was spent. But the mayor of the
city and the city council has to bear
part of the blame for this also, chose
not to spend a single dime on edu-
cation. We cannot blame the Federal
Government for that.

These problems that are being un-
earthed with respect to lack of cer-
tified teachers, poor conditions in the
cafeterias, et cetera, they must be ap-
proached from the city level as well,
and the State level; the State Govern-
ment had a $2 billion surplus also.

These are very prosperous times, and
we had surpluses. The New York State
legislature, both the legislature and
the assembly, passed a bill to spend
$500 million to repair schools, for
schools that need repair most. There
are schools that still have coal-burning
furnaces; there are schools that have
asbestos problems; schools that have
lead in the pipes. They wanted to deal
with some of those problems, but the
Republican governor vetoed a bill to
provide $500,000 for that.

So we cannot blame it totally on the
Federal Government, but the example
has to be set by the Federal Govern-
ment. The role of the Federal Govern-
ment in education, as small as it is,
has been a very positive one because
they have stimulated new standards at
the State level, new kinds of com-
petencies. We never had State edu-
cation plans before the Federal Govern-
ment got involved under Lyndon John-
son. We never had standards, discus-
sions about standards in curriculum.
There are a whole set of positive things
that have happened in education as a
result of Federal leadership. Federal
leadership provided the impetus, and
that is as important as any other thing
that the Federal Government does.

b 1700

If we make them, expose them to
their own constituencies, the States
and cities will spend more money for
education, but we can only do that if
the Federal government takes a great-
er initiative.

I have always said that at the dawn
of the 21st century we should see our-
selves as creating a new cyber civiliza-
tion. That cyber civilization demands
that there be more brain power. Brains
are going to drive the next century.
Everybody agrees on that, and if that
is the case, we should give our highest
priority to the development. No indi-

viduals in America should be left in a
situation where they do not have the
fullest opportunity to develop their
brain power.

To do this, we need to launch a high-
ly visible effort to revamp the infra-
structure of the school systems of
America. H.R. 3071, a bill I have intro-
duced which calls for spending $110 bil-
lion over a 10-year period, is the kind
of adequate response that we need to
the problem of decaying infrastructure.

Me and my colleagues who were here
2 hours ago speaking on the floor
talked about the atrocities with re-
spect to overcrowding in their schools
across the country. We can only deal
with that if we have a massive Federal
intervention which, in addition to pro-
viding the funds needed to build some
schools, would stimulate the States
and cities to also participate.

I am optimistic about next year. For
those people who called me and said,
well, they are closing out the year and
you have no money for construction,
are you not sad, no. I never expected
this year to end with new money for
construction. Even H.R. 1660, offered by
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
RANGEL), which all members of the
Democratic Caucus support and we
have been pushing, even that token re-
sponse was not allowed on the floor.

I am not surprised. Next year the Re-
publican majority will have to respond.
Next year the candidates for president
will have to respond. The American
people want and demand that our edu-
cation systems be revamped. We have
to start with a substantial action like
school construction and repair, and
new school security.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentleman from New York for
yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, I wanted to call atten-
tion. Earlier this afternoon there were
speakers on the floor who challenged a
press conference that was held this
morning. I wanted to, and my col-
league, the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. MCCARTHY), wanted to try
to set the record straight on this press
conference.

In fact, there were several of the
Democratic women who today unveiled
a sad symbol of this Congress’ inaction
on the very important issue of gun
safety, gun safety legislation. The Col-
umbine clock was unveiled. It ticks off
the days, the hours, the minutes, the
seconds since the Columbine tragedy,
which was at 1:30 p.m. on April 12, 211
days ago, 211 days and 3 hours.

It represents the inaction of this
Congress on an issue of absolute impor-
tance to American families, to their
families and to their children.

Since April 20, many of my col-
leagues, many of the Democratic
women in this House of Representa-
tives, have worked hard to address the
issue of gun safety and gun violence in
a very thorough and thoughtful way,

but for the last 7 months the Repub-
lican leadership has consistently ob-
structed every single attempt to pass
meaningful gun safety measures in this
body.

This is done so despite overwhelming
support among mothers, fathers, sis-
ters, brothers, aunts, uncles, grand-
mothers across this great country of
ours to pass sensible measures: child
safety locks, closing the loophole on
background checks at gun shows, ban-
ning the importation of the high capac-
ity ammunition clips.

This is legislation that was passed in
the Senate, a bipartisan piece of legis-
lation, a compromise piece of legisla-
tion. We are asking that the Con-
ference Committee on Juvenile Justice
which takes up the issue of gun safety
please meet, do something, respond to
the will of the people in this country.
In fact, it is a conference committee
that has met one time, one time; no de-
bate, no discussion, no clarity of
thought on what direction we take on
gun safety measures in this country.

No one here is grandstanding. No one
here is saying, let us not have a piece
of legislation because what we want to
do is to keep this issue around. That is
not why we were sent here. We were
sent here to do the people’s business in
the people’s House.

Every single day 13 children die from
gunfire in this country. It is wrong.
That is why we had the clock, as a way
to say the days, the hours, the seconds,
the minutes are being ticked off and
our kids are dying. Guns are getting
into the hands of criminals and chil-
dren. It is wrong.

If we are not going to do anything
about it in this final day, these final
days of the 106th session, we commit to
the American public that we will spend
every single day, minute, hour, and
second of the next year of this session
working hard to pass gun safety legis-
lation in this country to protect our
families and protect our children.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I am opti-
mistic about gun safety passing, and it
is because of the gentlewomen here.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. MCCAR-
THY).

Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, hopefully we will bring this
issue up next year and work for it and
get it passed.

Mr. Speaker, I also want to address
some of the things said earlier in this
Chamber and try and set the record
straight. Number one, there is an awful
lot of us that do not want this to be a
political issue.

I personally do not think it should be
a political issue. To me, it is not a Re-
publican or a Democratic issue, it is
the issue of the American people. That
is why we had the clock, the Columbine
clock, to remind people, because there
has unfortunately been that terrible
incident that woke up the American
people to the gun violence that we sit
here and talk about.

I of all people certainly do know
what it is to remember the violence in
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this country. In a couple of weeks, it
will be the 6th year anniversary of the
Long Island Railroad Massacre, where
my husband was killed and a number of
my neighbors were killed, and my son
was injured, and an awful lot of people
were injured on that.

We do not want the American people
to forget the pain that is left with so
many victims, so we here in Congress
are trying to stop future pain to our
children and to American citizens.

It can be taken off the table as far as
a political issue. Let us all meet to-
gether at a conference. That is all we
have been asking for. We are hearing
this and that. I am on the conferees,
and we have not met.

I have to tell the Members, if the
NRA amendment had passed in this
House, it was more than just being im-
perfect, it was dangerous. If the NRA
amendment had been law over the first
6 months of 1999, 17,000 people who were
stopped by our current background
check system would now be armed. In
fact, if the 24-hour policy had been in
effect, we know of cases where mur-
derers, rapists, and kidnappers would
be walking around with guns.

This has nothing to do with second
amendment rights, this has to do with
keeping guns out of the hands of crimi-
nals. That is what we are supposed to
do. But fortunately, and I will say this,
Republicans and Democrats did work
together, and together we prevented
the NRA amendment from becoming
law.

I think that is important here, be-
cause when we speak to the people, the
American people, and it does not mat-
ter whether they are Republicans or
Democrats, they want something done.
That is what this House is supposed to
be doing.

That is why we had the Columbine
clock, to remind the American people
that we still have time to do something
before we leave. I know there are many
of us that are willing to work through
Thanksgiving, through Christmas, to
make sure that our citizens are safe.

We have all tried to work in a bipar-
tisan manner. We certainly have had
people on both sides of the aisle sup-
port my amendment, which would have
closed the gun show loophole, made
sure that criminals and especially chil-
dren do not get their hands on guns. I
think that is what we have to do.

We should have passed safety reform
in this Congress, real gun safety reform
that keeps the guns out of the hands of
felons. That is what we did not do in
this Congress, and I am sorry for that,
because each day that we have not
done something we continue to lose
victims across this country. We con-
tinue to see too much pain. That is not
what this country is about.

I thank the gentleman from New
York (Mr. OWENS) and I thank my col-
league, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), for letting us
answer these questions.

Mr. OWENS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleagues for joining me.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Pursuant to clause 12 of rule I,
the Chair declares the House in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 5 o’clock and 10 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

f
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DREIER) at 11 o’clock and
2 minutes p.m.

f

TICKET TO WORK AND WORK IN-
CENTIVES IMPROVEMENT ACT
OF 1999

Mr. ARMEY submitted the following
conference report and statement on the
bill (H.R. 1180) to amend the Social Se-
curity Act to expand the availability of
health care coverage for working indi-
viduals with disabilities, to establish a
Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency
Program in the Social Security Admin-
istration to provide such individuals
with meaningful opportunities to work,
and for other purposes:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 106–478)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H.R.
1180), to amend the Social Security Act to
expand the availability of health care cov-
erage for working individuals with disabil-
ities, to establish a Ticket to Work and Self-
Sufficiency Program in the Social Security
Administration to provide such individuals
with meaningful opportunities to work, and
for other purposes, having met, after full and
free conference, have agreed to recommend
and do recommend to their respective Houses
as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as fol-
lows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the Senate amendment, insert the
following:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘‘Ticket to Work and Work Incentives Im-
provement Act of 1999’’.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Findings and purposes.

TITLE I—TICKET TO WORK AND SELF-
SUFFICIENCY AND RELATED PROVISIONS

Subtitle A—Ticket to Work and Self-Sufficiency

Sec. 101. Establishment of the Ticket to Work
and Self-Sufficiency Program.

Subtitle B—Elimination of Work Disincentives

Sec. 111. Work activity standard as a basis for
review of an individual’s disabled
status.

Sec. 112. Expedited reinstatement of disability
benefits.

Subtitle C—Work Incentives Planning,
Assistance, and Outreach

Sec. 121. Work incentives outreach program.
Sec. 122. State grants for work incentives assist-

ance to disabled beneficiaries.

TITLE II—EXPANDED AVAILABILITY OF
HEALTH CARE SERVICES

Sec. 201. Expanding State options under the
medicaid program for workers
with disabilities.

Sec. 202. Extending medicare coverage for
OASDI disability benefit recipi-
ents.

Sec. 203. Grants to develop and establish State
infrastructures to support work-
ing individuals with disabilities.

Sec. 204. Demonstration of coverage under the
medicaid program of workers with
potentially severe disabilities.

Sec. 205. Election by disabled beneficiaries to
suspend medigap insurance when
covered under a group health
plan.

TITLE III—DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS
AND STUDIES

Sec. 301. Extension of disability insurance pro-
gram demonstration project au-
thority.

Sec. 302. Demonstration projects providing for
reductions in disability insurance
benefits based on earnings.

Sec. 303. Studies and reports.

TITLE IV—MISCELLANEOUS AND
TECHNICAL AMENDMENTS

Sec. 401. Technical amendments relating to
drug addicts and alcoholics.

Sec. 402. Treatment of prisoners.
Sec. 403. Revocation by members of the clergy of

exemption from social security
coverage.

Sec. 404. Additional technical amendment relat-
ing to cooperative research or
demonstration projects under ti-
tles II and XVI.

Sec. 405. Authorization for State to permit an-
nual wage reports.

Sec. 406. Assessment on attorneys who receive
their fees via the Social Security
Administration.

Sec. 407. Extension of authority of State med-
icaid fraud control units.

Sec. 408. Climate database modernization.
Sec. 409. Special allowance adjustment for stu-

dent loans.
Sec. 410. Schedule for payments under SSI state

supplementation agreements.
Sec. 411. Bonus commodities.
Sec. 412. Simplification of definition of foster

child under EIC.
Sec. 413. Delay of effective date of organ pro-

curement and transplantation
network final rule.

TITLE V—TAX RELIEF EXTENSION ACT OF
1999

Sec. 500. Short title of title.

Subtitle A—Extensions

Sec. 501. Allowance of nonrefundable personal
credits against regular and min-
imum tax liability.

Sec. 502. Research credit.
Sec. 503. Subpart F exemption for active financ-

ing income.
Sec. 504. Taxable income limit on percentage de-

pletion for marginal production.
Sec. 505. Work opportunity credit and welfare-

to-work credit.
Sec. 506. Employer-provided educational assist-

ance.
Sec. 507. Extension and modification of credit

for producing electricity from cer-
tain renewable resources.

Sec. 508. Extension of duty-free treatment
under Generalized System of Pref-
erences.

Sec. 509. Extension of credit for holders of
qualified zone academy bonds.

Sec. 510. Extension of first-time homebuyer
credit for District of Columbia.

Sec. 511. Extension of expensing of environ-
mental remediation costs.
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